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DETAILED ACTION 
Election/Restrictions 

1. Applicant's election of Group I, claims 1-15, in Paper No. 6 is acknowledged. Because applicant 
did not distinctly and specifically point out the supposed errors in the restriction requirement, the election 
has been treated as an election without traverse (MPEP § 818.03(a)). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

3. Claims 1-10 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

4. Claim 1 recites the limitation "the atmospheric deposition station in line 6-7. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5- The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for 
the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in- 

mSussss&sr*" based on *• *■ - an "■"-«' ~« 
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6. Claims 1-2 and 6-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 
5,501,739 to Yamada et al. 

7. Yamada et al. disclose an apparatus for processing semiconductor substrates in Figure 1 , the 
apparatus comprising: a first atmospheric deposition station (37; column 4, rows 11-15); a second 
atmospheric deposition station (26, column 3, rows 17-32) comprising an atmospheric pressure vapor 
deposition chamber, wherein the first atmospheric station and the second atmospheric deposition station 
are coupled together (chambers form an in-line apparatus); and a substrate handling system (23) adapted 
to transfer substrates between the first atmospheric deposition station and the second atmospheric 
deposition station. 

8. With respect to claim 2, the first atmospheric deposition station comprises a spin coating chamber 
(column 4, row 66 through column 5, row 3). 

9. With respect 6, the apparatus further comprises curing stations (24 and 30; column 3, rows 20-22 
and 39-41). Although the chambers are described as a heating and a cooling chamber by Yamada, they 
can also be considered to be curing chambers, where "cure" is defined by Merriam-Webster as "to 
prepare or alter especially by chemical or physical processing for keeping or use". 

10. With respect to claim 7, the substrates processed are semiconductor substrates (column 1, rows 
6-10). 

1 1 . With respect to claim 8, the courts have ruled that a claim containing a "recitation with respect to 
the manner in which a claimed apparatus is intended to be employed does not differentiate the claimed 
apparatus from the prior art apparatus" if the prior art apparatus teaches all the structural limitations of 
the claim. Ex Parte Masham, 2 USPQ2d 1647 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1987). 

12. With respect to claim 9, the atmospheric vapor deposition chamber is an atmospheric chemical 
vapor deposition chamber (column 3, rows 17-18). 

13. With respect to claim 10, the first atmospheric deposition station comprises a liquid dispenser (61 ; 
column 4, row 66 through column 5, row 3). 

14. Claims 1, 3 and 6-10 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 
6,451,1 18 to Garriga. 
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15. Garriga discloses an apparatus for processing semiconductor substrates in Figure 5, the 
apparatus comprising: a first atmospheric deposition station (550 or 552; column 6, rows 48-54); a 
second atmospheric deposition station (554 or 556) comprising an atmospheric pressure vapor deposition 
chamber (column 5, rows 45-49 and column 6, rows 34-38), wherein the first atmospheric station and the 
second atmospheric deposition station are coupled together; and a substrate handling system (516 and 
518) adapted to transfer substrates between the first atmospheric deposition station and the second 
atmospheric deposition station. 

16. With respect to claims 3 and 6, any of the four atmospheric deposition stations may be configured 
to comprise an ultrasonic spray deposition device (column 5, rows 55-57) or a curing station (column 5, 
rows 50-54). Although the "curing station" is described as a "heating" station by Garriga, it can also be 
considered to be a curing chamber, where "cure" is defined by Merriam-Webster as "to prepare or alter 
especially by chemical or physical processing for keeping or use". 

17. With respect to claim 7, the substrates processed are semiconductor substrates (claim 16). 

18. With respect to claim 8, the courts have ruled that a claim containing a "recitation with respect to 
the manner in which a claimed apparatus is intended to be employed does not differentiate the claimed 
apparatus from the prior art apparatus" if the prior art apparatus teaches all the structural limitations of 
the claim. Ex Parte Masham, 2 USPQ2d 1647 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1987). 

19. With respect to claim 9, the atmospheric vapor deposition chamber is an atmospheric chemical 
vapor deposition chamber (column 5, rows 45-49). 

20. With respect to claim 10, though not explicitly disclosed, the first atmospheric deposition station 
would inherently comprise a liquid dispenser for any liquid treatment to be performed on the substrate 
(column 5, rows 40-44 and column 5, rows 29-33). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

21 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

22. Claims 4, 1 1 and 14-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Yamada 
et al. as applied to claims 1-2 and 6-10 above, and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,578,130 to 
Hayashi et al. 

23. Yamada et al. disclose the invention substantially as claimed and as described above. 

24. With respect to claim 14, Yamada et al. further disclose the apparatus configured as a cluster tool 
in Figure 8. 

25. With respect to claim 15, as noted above, the courts have ruled that a claim containing a 
"recitation with respect to the manner in which a claimed apparatus is intended to be employed does not 
differentiate the claimed apparatus from the prior art apparatus" if the prior art apparatus teaches all the 
structural limitations of the claim. Ex Parte Masham, 2 USPQ2d 1647 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1987). 

26. However, Yamada et al fails to teach a plasma system associated with the atmospheric chemical 
vapor deposition chamber. 

27. Hayashi et al. teach the use of a plasma system associated with an atmospheric chemical vapor 
deposition system for the purpose forming coatings for hardening or improving the surface of plastic, 
glass, or an organic photo sensitive body, or for the prevention of reflection of a surface (column 1 , rows 
45-60). 

28. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the Applicant's invention 
was made to have provided a plasma system associated with the an atmospheric chemical vapor 
deposition system in Yamada et al. in order to form coatings for hardening or improving the surface of 
plastic, glass, or an organic photo sensitive body, or for the prevention of reflection of a surface as taught 
by Hayashi et al. 

29. Claims 5 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the prior art as 
applied to claims 4, 1 1 and 14-15 above, and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,337,362 to ImahashL 

30. The prior art discloses the invention substantially as claimed and as described above. 



Application/Control Number: 09/938,399 
Art Unit: 1763 



Page 6 



31 . However, the prior art fails to teach a remote plasma system adapted to generate a plasma 
upstream of the atmospheric chemical vapor deposition chamber. 

32. imahashi et al. teach the use of a remote plasma system associated with a deposition chamber in 
a multiple chamber system for the purpose of preventing ions from being supplied to the deposition 
chamber and causing damage to a substrate (column 2, rows 42-47 and column 6, rows 14-34). 

33. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the Applicant's invention 
was made to have provided a remote plasma system in the prior art in order to prevent ions from being 
supplied to a deposition chamber and causing damage to a substrate as taught by Imahashi et al. 

34. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the prior art as applied to 
claims 4, 1 1 and 14-15 above, and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,151 ,008 to Ishida et al. 

35. The prior art discloses the invention substantially as claimed and as described above. 

36. However, the prior art fails to teach a substrate handling system comprising a plurality of 
substrate handlers with arms. 

37. Ishida et al. teaches the use of a substrate handling system comprising a plurality of substrate 
handlers with arms for the purpose of providing a substrate handling system which is capable of efficiently 
conducting a transfer operation for substrates such as semiconductor wafers within the processing 
equipment without reciprocatingly moving the transfer handlers many times and causing the processing 
time to become long (column 1 , rows 39-43 and column 1 , row 65 through column 2, row 1 0). 

38. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the Applicant's invention 
was made to have provided a substrate handling system with a plurality handlers in the prior art in order 
to provide a substrate handling system capable of efficiently conducting a transfer operation without 
recipocatingly moving the transfer handlers many times causing the processing time to become long as 
taught by Ishida et al. 



39. The prior 



Conclusion 

art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Karla Moore whose telephone number is 703.305.3142. The examiner can normally be 
reached on Monday-Friday, 8:30am-5:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Gregory Mills can be reached on 703.308.1633. The fax phone numbers for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned are 703.872.9310 for regular communications and 703.872.9311 for 
After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding should be 
directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703.308.0661. 

km 

October 23, 2002 
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